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privilege, an even more stringent require-
ment than that of the CIA Rules.

Some commenters suggested that
confidentiality agreements must be
modified specifically to identify the
disclosure requirement in matters of pro-
fessional discipline of actuaries. There is
no such requirement in the Rules. The
responsibility to cooperate with a disci-
plinary investigation and possibly provide
confidential information to investigators
exists whether or not it is mentioned in
the confidentiality agreement. We do,
however, recommend that such clauses
be placed in confidentiality agreements,
not to avoid lawsuits as some have sug-
gested, but in order to make it clear to
clients and employers that this requirement
exists.

On another topic, responders noted
that some elements of the Rules seem to
apply to conduct of a member even when
not providing professional services. Some
elements of the Rules do, indeed, apply in
the broader context of general deport-
ment of the member. Rule 1 and Rule 11
can be cited as examples. These speak to
the profession’s responsibility to the
public and upholding our reputation as
actuaries. This is intended and is consist-
ent with the code of the US-based
organizations.

One member sought clarification of
what is meant by the term “professional
services.” That member suggested that the
term is broader than “services based upon
actuarial considerations”, if the member
has ever provided services based on actu-
arial considerations to the client, but is
not so broad (and therefore does not ap-
ply) if the member has never provided
services based on actuarial considerations.
The committee does not agree that such a
fine line should be drawn. “Professional
services” refers to all services provided by
an actuary whether or not they might be
based on actuarial considerations. In the
committee’s view, the client retains an
actuary to provide professional services
and is not necessarily aware of, or care

about, the subtleties of whether or not
those services may involve actuarial con-
siderations in a very strict sense.

A couple of commenters wondered
who was included in the term “member”
as it is used in the Rules of Professional
Conduct. Generally speaking, only Fel-
lows are “members” of the Institute. When
the Institute was formed in 1965 there
were a few members of the predecessor
CAA who were not Fellows but who were
grandfathered as members of the CIA.
Some time later, when the number of
grandfathered members had declined to
about a half dozen, that remaining few
were granted Fellowship, so that today
Fellow and member are synonymous
terms. Associates (formerly Students),
Affiliates and Correspondents are enrolled
in the CIA and are, therefore, enrollees
rather than members.

But that does not answer the question
of who is a member in respect of the Rules
of Professional Conduct, i.e., who is re-
quired to follow the Rules. The answer is
that Fellows, Associates and Affiliates are
required by Bylaw 21.01 to “comply with
the Bylaws, Rules of Professional Con-
duct, Standards of Practice and
Recommendations of the Institute as they
may be from time to time...” Also, Bylaw
21.03 specifies that “member” as it ap-
pears in the Rules of Professional Conduct
refers to Fellows, Associates and Affiliates.
In addition, any member of an actuarial
organization that is a member of the IAA,
is required to follow our Rules and Stand-
ards when practising in Canada. That
requirement is imposed upon them by the
code of conduct of their own organization.

As noted above, the amendments to
the Institute’s Rules of Professional Con-
duct were approved by the Board in March
2003 based on the EEC’s recommenda-
tion, and will be presented for
confirmation at the Annual Meeting in
Victoria in June.
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In January this year, the proposed changes
to our Rules of Professsional Conduct
were distributed to the members and were
accompanied by an explanatory cover let-
ter from Rob Stapleford. That cover letter
invited members to review the proposal
and to provide feedback to the drafters of
the proposals by February 21.

A number of members responded by
submitting their suggestions and regis-
tering their concerns. The Committee on
Rules of Professional Conduct has re-
viewed and discussed these submissions
and, in some cases, has made changes to
its proposal. The result was approved by
the Board at its March 26 meeting based
on a recommendation by the Eligibility
and Education Council, and will be pre-
sented for confirmation at the Annual
Meeting in June. In the following discus-
sion of the feedback, references to rule
numbers are made relative to the renum-
bered version thereof.

Undoubtedly, the proposal that gar-
nered the most lively discussion was the
proposed “change” to Rule 7 and its rela-
tionship to Rule 13. At issue is the
responsibility to disclose otherwise con-
fidential information when required under
a disciplinary matter arising under Sec-
tion 20 of the Bylaws. As noted by others,
this is not a change in the substance of
the rule, but rather is a change intending
to clarify the rule.

In the public discussion of this amend-
ment, members have rightly pointed out
that the approach that the CIA has taken
in this regard is different from that of the
common code of the US-based organiza-
tions. Some have gone so far as to suggest
that the CIA is out of step with other
professional organizations. In fact, our
own investigation and the legal advice we
have received suggest that such is not the
case, at least in Canada. This requirement
placed on Institute members is the norm
for professional organizations in Canada.
For example, for lawyers in Canada, mat-
ters of professional discipline generally
take precedence over even attorney/client


